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Interviews with school administrators; surveys of 
large school districts, Xocal businesses and governmental agencies; 
an3 reviews of educational management literature the Austin \ 
Independent School District (AISD) Office of Research and Evaluatlion 
indicated that a competency-based instrument for administrator 
evaluation was needed. This paper focuses on the development of the 
AISD Administrator Evaluations System, listing the activities that 
were conducted from September 1981 to.'February 1983 to complete the 
revision of the present evaluation system. Several, inrstriiments and 
evaluation procedures were developed as a result of the revision 
activities. The instruments include: (1) the Administrator Evaluation 
Form (Attachment A); (2) task descriptions fpr each major 
administrative position in the District; (3)/a Personal Goal Form for 
goal development and goal assessment (Attachfnent B); (4) input forms 
for district personnel in commenting on an evaluatee'^s performance; 
(5), the Administrator Evaluation Schedule (Attachment C); and (6) the 
'Administlfrative^Personnel Evaluation Handbook which will provide 
details on reqrulred and recommended ev^t^ruation procedures, evaluation 
procedures for evaluatees in contractyal difficulties,* and a list of 
resources for professional development. (PN) 
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' ' so YOU THINK YOU WANT TO DEVELOP AN 

ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION SYSTEM'.^. . 

^ » ■ , , 

A survey sent to the IjOO largest school districts in the. United States ant 
Canada* revealed most school, district officials are.°interested in learning 
more about* the administrative evaluation systems gf othpr djstricts. .This 
paper outlines the procedures taken by one' distVict-in trying to create a 
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trator Evaluation System. 

Perspective 

In the 1970's the AlSlkSoard of Trustees set a high priority on revising its 
Administrator and Professional Personnel Evaluation Systems. ^The focus and 
efforts went first into developing a professional system. A great deal of 
input was sought from a variety of sources and there was wide review of the 
prospective system by teachers and administrators. An explanation of the 
■system (procedures, forms, definitions, etc.) was placed in ah evaluation 
handbook which was disseminated the year before the- system was impli^mented; 
Prior to its uSe, administrators received an orientation to the new system 
and participated in required training in evaluation procedures.- The system 
was carefully evaluated in its first years of use and was modified on the « 
basis 6f the needs identified. 

Revision Of the Administrator Evaluation Systehi- 

y ^ . , . • ■ 

Following the implementation of the Professional PersorT|el Evaluation 
System, attention was turned to the evaluation of administrators. Early • 
in 1979, the AISD Superintendent authorized the Director of Staff Personnel, 
the Administrative Assistant to the' Superintendent, and the Director of the 
Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE). to begin planning for the revision 
of the Administrator Evaluation System. Following that authorization a 
number of activities were performed: ^ 

• . Interviews were conducted with AISD administrators to ^ 
identify sources of dissatisfaction with the current 
' • Administrator Eva'luati on System. • 

'. The large school districts in the United States were 

surveyed with re'gard to their teacher and administrator ^ 
evaluation systems. 

. . A literature review was performed. ' • 

. Large Austin area businesses and government agencies were 
surveyed regarding their systems of managerial evaluation. 

The findings for each of these activities are suiiimarized on the following pages. 

1 . 



Summary of Findings , . 

. • - : -. ' . ' • ■ 

Interviews with A ISP Administrators ' ' 

Intef^views with principals and centj-aT office administrators in 1979 
revealed a great dfealo of dissatisfaction with the currently used Admin- < j 
istrator Evaluation System.- Among the complaints were: 

. The procedures were too vague. 

. \Che^pmpetencies were riot defined well- • . 

" ; Expected performance was not specified. 

i There was a lack of feedback. 

- ... Implenentation was hot uniform in that there , • n 

were large differences among eValjjators.. 

' / the criteria for making decisions were not 

clear, , > ^ . 

^ ^ *• Anonynjpu^^ teacheV* input was disliked. 

,/ Little or no observation was made of the ^ ^ 
evaluatee in action. 

Several safeguards had been builti into the Professional Personnel Evalua- " 
tion System aind the administrator's wanted the same safeguards for themselves. 
The teachers had -Strong peer representatives and the administrators did not^ 
at that time. The' District '4 administrators have since greatly strengthened 
their peer representative group apd therefore they are how a much stronger 
force in the District. ,' ■ \ . 

Large School Districts Surveyed \^ ' ' 

In January of 1979, ORE surveyed most of, the large school districts in' the 
United States on their teacher and administrator evaluation systems. Eighty 
perient of the districts surveyed responded. While their responses did not 
provide clear directives as to .which competencies should be included in the 
evaluation of s9hool district administrators, their responses did 'provide 
some guidelines. Listed below are the general competency areas Upon which 
t'he responding dis^^ricts evaluated their administrators and the percentage 
of th6 respondents' citing each area. . ' . , 



Competency Area^ Percentage 



Instructional Leadership 9}% 

Planning " , 91% 

School -Coipmunity- Relations " 91% 

Organization .^•^9% 

'Managerial Ability » 88% 

Decision Making .81% 



( 
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Coinpetency Area ' Percentage 

Professional .Knowledge f 81% 

Prcffessional Development ' 
Plant Management • 73% 

Business Administratton • 70% 
Discipline of ^fi^pils - 70% 

. Professional In/d|yement - ' 66%, 

Supervising Pugif Records and Attendance ^65% .j , 

Activity Programs , /43% 



Literature Review 



in tk 



Very little' was available in tm edlica.tional litera^ture on actual administrator 
^competencies. Most of the articles, presentaitions|.6tc. , focused on philoso- , 
phy, theory, or»politics and not on competencies^ evaluation systems. Ttae 
management literature was the most'helpfdl , in that general administrative \ 
competencies could be easily identified and seemed applicable to administra- 
tors in education settings. Among the general administrative skills were 
competencies- related to planning, organizing, s^ffing, and leading/implementing 

Survey of Large Local Businesses and Governmental Agencies 

Since the management and organizational literature seemed to offer the most 
direction ir> developing -an evaluation system, 140 local ( businesses and. govern- 
ment agencies were surveyed on their evaluation practices in the summer of 
1979. The survey questions asked about their administrative/managerial eval- 
uation systems. Forty-nine percent of those surveyed responded. 

Over 60% of the respon^lents hard a formal evaluation system. The majority of 
these systems were competency^based and used a standard evaluation form. . Over 
'one-half of the respondents employed some sort -of goal setting as part of the ' 
^evaluation processk The major data-gathering taoV^a's direct otiservation of 
tjie employee at work. Businesses used sales and customer satisfaction in their 
evaluation practices more so than governfnent agencies. Yearly evaluations 
were the norm with the evaluatee's immediate supervisor being the evaluator. 
The evaluation process was most frequently used to determine areas in need of * 
^improvement and to identify employees for raises, bonuses, or promotions. 

Initial Development of Evaluation Documents 

After gathering data from the various sources, it was felt a competency- 
based instrument was advisable. Late in the summer of 1979 a list of ^ 
proposed competencies was drafted. Since AISD has a large range of adminis- 
■ trative positions, a very broad and general set of competencies was developed 
so as to be applicable to all the positions. For example, some pf the compe- 
tencies were: * ^ 
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. St/iujcXu/iz6 ojitojitioj^ ioK zii^uilZYvt and ^^^zctiv^.' 

. A44u/Le6 accunatz and wp-^to^doutz A.zco^ and ktponJj^. 

Task ctescriptions were drafted to accompany the general competencies. The 
task descriptions defined a competency in t^nfis of the responsibilities 
associated with a^specific administrative position. For example, given tMe 
general competency Vz6lgn6 Piam^ and VKoQ^am £he task descriptions for .a 
principal included: 

\ Oversees the development of the master schedule and 

registration procedure^. 
. Uses student test data and input from teachers and 
other District personnel to i^nprove , the school 's 
curriculum. - ' - ^ 

Siven the same competency, t% task descriptions for an assistant superinten- 
dent included^ 

. Provides leadershijai and coordination of activities 
^in the areas of educational planning and implementation, 
and curriculum design and development. 

. Plans the educational specifications for new- eleme;itary 
, and secondary school buildings, and advises with regard 
to existing facilities, modificatioii, and renovations. 

. « " . ' • 

Draft task descriptions for each administrative position were generated using 
the job descriptions developed during a districtwide salary study. It soon 
became obvious, however, that many of these descriptions were inadequate arid 
would. need revision after the competencies were finalized. » 

A plan was developed in which all administrators would be surveyed on the' 
importance of each proposed competency for their own position ,as well, as for 
two other administrative positions. A sample of AISD professionals W9uld Pate 
the competencies as well. The original plan was io conduct the surveys in 
September and finalize the competencies in the fall of 1979. During -this time 
documentation of how the proposed system was to operate would be completed, 
and improvements would be made on the task descriptions. V 
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Intended Impl ementation 



In order to facilitate transition into the new Administrator Evaluation System 
and^ to identify any problems, the ne^w system was to be implemented in phases. 
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* • * ^ V 

In the first year of operatic it v^^uld be used only with upper-level central 
'office staff. ^ In the'second year of implementation it would be used with all 
administrators. A calendar of the proposed phases was developed so everyone 
would be aware of each step .nn the developmental process^ . 

"\ , ' ■ * 

As with the Professional Personnel Evaluation "System, the new Administrator 
Evaluation System was scheduled to be presented to all administrators during 
training sessions in the spring and summer. The new system would then^ be used 
with the upper-level central office administrators the following year. The 
director and assistant directors- of the Department QfkStaff' Personniel and 
the Director of ORE spojke at several administrator staff meetings to inform 
Dis-trict personnel of what was happening. 

Two events happened iin iSte summer which had a great impact on the District. 
The. Superintendent anr^unced he would not renew his contract and the District's 
desegregation case (which had been pending in court, for several years) was - 
schedul>^d to be decided during the 1979-80 school year. These items held 
everyone's attention for several months, during which the Superintendent 
requested' that all activities on the revision of the Administrator Evaluation 
System be suspended. With the implementation of a new desegregation plan, 
the Superintendent did not feel the District administrators had the time or 
commitment needed to continue with the revision of the evaluatidn acti\4ities. 
He also felt the n^w superintendent should be given the opportunity to have 
input into the new Administrator Evaluation System^ ,A11 plans for revising 
,the system, therefore, were delayed indefinitely until the next school year. 

- ' ' ' , * - 

Another Start and Stop 

In September 1980, the new Superintendent told the Director of ORE arfd the 
Director of Staff Personnel to proceed with the revisions in the Administrator 
Evaluation System. .At that point it was decided administrative input woul4 
be more valuable on the draft task descriptions rather than the competencies, 
so the plan for haying administrators and teachers rate the importance of the 
competencies was abandoned. 

A committeG with representatives from all administrative positions was 
established and began planning the details of the new Administrator Evaluation' 
System* The planning was interrupted again, however, when the new Superifl[ten- 
rfent announced a reorganization .study was « to be conducted of all administra- 
tive positions. Since it was likely positions would be redefined as a result 
of the study, 9 decision was ma'de to postpone the revisi\)Ti activities for the 
tipia ^eing. « 1 

Impetus to Begin Again 



In the summer of \981 a legislative act of the Texas legislature was inter- 
preted to mean that all administrators were tb^be evaluated each year. 
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Since the current Administrator Evaluation System did not provide for annual 
evaluations, it was decided to insert this provision in the new Admfnistrator 
Evaluation System. At 'this point great haste was made to finish the revisions* 
so the new .system could be implemented during the 1981-82 schodl year. The 
following pages list the activities that were conducted in order to complete \ 
'the revision of the Administrator Evaluation System* 1 

September, J 981 Instruction and Personnel decided the new system should 

be piloted with all instructional administrators during 
1981-82 (principals, assistant principals, instuctional 
- coordinators, etc.), % , 

t In order to avoid problems -resulting from the rating 

scale used in the. Professional Personnel Evaluation 
System (5 = outstanding, 4 = strong, 3 = good/expacted,^ 
2 = minimally acceptable, 1 = not acceptable), it was 
decided to use a new scale that h^d descriptors b|t no 
, numbers (model performance, protfessional perform3Pnce, 
growth performance, conditional performance, contractual 
difficulty performance). 

^ ' ^ All administrators were asked to rfeview, the task descrip- 
V . * ' ' tions for their positions and for a sample (Of other 

administrative positions. The task descriptions were 
^ modified on the basis of their input. ^ 

All administrators completed Feedback Forms to indicate 
the extent of their satisfaction with the proposed 
evaluation procedures. V 

Analysis of the Feedback Forms revealed: 

. Over half 'of the administrators were satisfied- 

-witti the^new rating scale* 
. There was no clear consensus as to who should ha^e 
input in the assessment of an evaluatge's perfor- 
mance. ' ' 
. 93% agreed the completed evaluation fo^m should 
be reviewed by the evaluator's immediate superior. 
O . 93% were satisfied with the projected evaluation 
schedule. '% 
. 98% agreed administrators scheduled for contract 
^ renewal should be assessed on personal goals and 
X, , the competency ratings, while those not scheduled 

for contract renewal should be assessed on personal 
goals alone. ' 

On the basis of the data from the Feedback Forms, a 
three-page set of general Evaluation Procedures was 
developed for the new Administrator Evaluation Systerti. 



October, 1981 
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Several input forms were developed to use in obtaining 
information from other administrators and professionals,^ 
about an evaluatee's performance. 
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The Superintendent approved the draft Evaluation 
Procedures and the Administrator Evaluator Form, with 
the stipulation that principals and assistant princi- 
pals be evaluated on three student outcomes as well 
as the competencies. The student outcome measures 
were: ^ 

. Demonstrates student learning is taking place. 
. Demonstrates, students are attending school and 

are in theiro proper classes. 
. Demonstrates effective use of the discipline 

policy. 

% 

All *principal^ and instructional coordyiators (the^ 
two largest administrative groups) jfwfewed their 
revised task descriptions and the (Inodified Administrator 
Evaluation Form.. A sample of administrators in other 
positions performed the same activities.' Some revi- 
sions were made on the basis the comments received. 

On the basis of Information received froip the associate 
superintendjents, assistant sm&erintferidents, and direc- 
tors, a decision was made as to who should have input 
in the evaluation of an employee's performance. 

'* * <* 
At the suggestibn of the Superintendent, copies of the 
new evaluation documents were sent to the president of 
th6 Teacher's Association. She was invited to react 
and provide input. ' ' 



The/^binet reviewed and approved the new pilot Adminis- 
trator Evaluation System. 

j ' * / . * ^ • ^ 

A publication date 4is^et for printing and disseminai- 
ting the evaluation documents for the pilot year. 

The Administiffator's Association sent a letter to the 
Superintendent expressing concern about- a number of 
Issues, including: 

* . the new rating scale, 
. the use of teacher input in the evaluation of 

principals and assistant principals, and 
. the need for signatures on teacher input forms. 

The Superintendent answered the questions raised by , the 
administrators and appointed a committer to review, 
revise, develop, and/c|^ clarify all issues related to 
administrator evaluation. ' The Superintendent said^ 
special consideration would be given to the administra- 
tors' concerns prior to finalizing t^e procedures for 
1982-83. ' ' . . I 

7' • • ' 
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March through 
July, 1982 



)t\\e committee* appointed by -the Superintendent outlined 
the sections to be placed in the new Administrator 
Evaluation Handbook. The sections had the same titles 
as those used in the Professional Personnel Evaluation 
Handbook. These were: . , ' 



. Required Procedures' > " 

. Recommended Procedures, 

. Contractua> Difficulties 

. Resources 

. Attachments _ 

A draft of each section was written and a Personal Goals 
Form was developed. 



for the purposes Jf the 1981-82 school year, th^Suge^n 



\ 



tendent announced: 



The same five-point humerical rating ^<^te would 
be used to evaluate admini strati ve-jjlif form 
professional performance. w 

Teacher input would be^obtained for all principals 
and assistant princioajgr scheduled for contract 
renewal. Signatures^iePe.ri^t required on the. 
teacher input forms. Th^. teacher input forms 
would be distributed,. collected, and summarized 
by the evaluatee, and shared with the ^valuator 
during the eyaluatioh conference. / 



August, 1982 



September through 
November, 1982 



uation Systej)i and provide 



At a special workshop, f 11 principals, irfstructional 
coordinators, and cenMl administrator^ had the oppor- 
tunity to review the'?^i|quired Procedures" section of 
the new Administrator^ ^' 
^feedback. ^ '-r'm^ 

The feedback receiveprevealled 87% o^the administrators 
rated the new system'ls adequate or |fetter. 

The biggest con trover'ly' concerned thl collection of 
^teacher inpui fgr pHllcipals ^nd assistant principals.. 
Principals feHtheCbl lection and 5|iarjng of such • - 
input should be optiOfial and that a.H teacher input 
forms should be signed. Teachers f^^t the collection 
of sucfh input should be mandatory anil all teacher inpu 
forms should be anonymous. ;i 

■ '--^ ■ i ■ ■ 

lew Adijinistrator Evalua- 
1 adrnjiiistrators had the 
eachi 

• i ■ 




The remaining sectiotis of the 
tion Handbook were conipleted < 
importunity to provide input \ 
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December, 1982 



Modifications were made on the basis of the' input 
received. « 



The daite was set for publishing and disseminating the 
new Administrator Evaluation Handbooks. 

The Administrator'^ Association sent a letter to the 
Superintendent expressing their concerns a,bout the 
use of teacher input and made several recommendations. 
Publication of the handbook was delayed untiKthe- 
concerns were resolved. 



January, 1983 



The Superintendent .accepted the recommendations maJie 
by the Administrator's Association. According to the 
recommendations, the collection of teacher input^wOuld 
be optional (except in cases of suspected contractual 
difficulty) and teacher signatures would not be required, 



Feburary, 1983 



V 



the president of the Teacher! s Association was asked to 
review the recommendations made by the Administrator's 
'Associatior^ The president sajd the recommendations 
were unacceptable, in that the collection of teacher 
input should be mandatory. The publication .of the 
new Administrative PersonpeT Evaluation Handbook has 
been delayed until this issue has been resolveH. 



Several instrui 
result of the 




Products 



evaluation procedures were developed as a 
. The instruments include: 

^ fLK. r^^^fi^J^tcuto^ Evaluation fom (Attachment A) 
T(uk 1^Q^cAlptloyu> for each m^or administrative position 
^in the District. ^ - ^ 

A ?2A^onat Goat Fo/i/n for^goal development and goal assess-- 
ment , (Attachment B) - 

Vari ous ^pot '<{o/im to be dsed by D,istricte personnel in' . 
commenting on an evaluatee's performance. t/ 
The AdnUjil6t/iapj^ EvaJixuvtion 5cfieciuZe (Attachment C) 
The kdmuiUtAjouUvz PoA^onneZ EvalujaUon Handbook which 
provides details on required and recommended evaluation 
procedures, evaluation procedures for evaluatees in con- 
tractual, difficulties, and a list of resources for profes- 
sional development. 
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Observations 



There were. significant differences in the manner in which the Profess ionaJ>^_ 
and Administrator E5^aluation Systems were developed" ^nd implemented: Th^se 
differences\ include the following: 



Professional System ^ 

All teachers and instructional admin- 
istrators were involved in the develop- 
ment prbcess. 



The development of the system^ was 
obviously a District priority and 
it was clear who was responsible 
for*^he project. 



- Adminia^t^ator System 

All administrators were involved 
in the development process. ' 
Very littlevfeacher input -was 
obtained. Tr'J 

The development of the system 
was not a District priority.^ 
During sev^al stages of the" 
development' phase it was not 
clear who i^/as responsible for 
the projecst. 



The system and its development got 
lots of exposure in meetings. Dis- 
trict publications, newsletters, etc. 



V 



The system was documented and 
disseminated t)efore it was 
implemented. 



The evaluators were "walked-through" 
tAie system the year before the 
system waS implemented. ^ 



Several workshops were held for 
evaluators to improve observation 
and other evaluation skills before 
the system was implemented. - 



sJIjp revT^ion procedures were 
distussecl at meetings when 
information was needed or' con- 
troversies arQjse. It received 
little exposure in District 
publications. 



Approximately 30% of the system 
f was drafted when it was imple- 
: V men ted In the first pilot-*year 



The evaluators received written 
instructions as to how to imple- 
ment the system during the first 
pilot year. ^ , 



No workshops were held to im- 
prove evaluation skills. 
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Professional System 

Staff development was prepared and 
g^ven to teacher* the year before the 
system began. These efforts included 
a video tape that was shown at all 
schools. This video tape was an 
introduction to the system with 
various groups- the administration, 
personnel, the president of ' the 
Austin Association of Teachers all 
lending their support to the system. 



Administrator System 

Staff development in the system 
has not been provided. Support 
for the system has not been 
pub'licl^^xpressed by any group. 



The individuals who could provide 
iriput abou^ professional's perfor- 
mance were^%learly defined. 



The individuals who could provide 
jnput aboi^t an evaluator's per- 
formance and the manner in which 
the input could be providpd are 
still unresolved. 



• There were no, "stops" in the 
^ development process. 



"Stops and starts" abounded. 
Enthusiasm for the project 
declined with each postponement. 



^The system was subjected to exten- 
sive eV,al.Uation in its first year 
o"f "opietaiji^pn. Training and feedback 
continued* through the* end of the 
first year. 



Since the new system was hurriedly 
implemented on a pilot basis at 
the end of a school year, almost 
no evaluation activities were 
conducted. No training was pro- 
vided at any time^ o 



The handbooks or documentation of 
the system were readily available 
at all locations. 



The handbooks are currently not 
available due to the unresolved 
issues related to teacner input. 



QpnclusioQs 



V, 



1) The Professional Personnel Evaluation System established expectations /or 
the Administrator Evaluation System. Many administrators were well ac- 
quainted with the Professional Evaluation System and wanted ^to keep pro- 
cedures in which they were experienced. * , 

2) Administrator Evaluation Systems cannot be developed overnight. District 
personnel must be^iven the opportunity to provide input and review 
draft procedures, y District personnel resent procedures vdiich are 
designed and implemented too quickly. 
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3) It is intportant to identify the objectives of the evaluation process 
before the revision procedures begin so the objectives can guide the ^ 
development process. Ls the purpose of the evaluation system to pro- . 
mote personal growth? to, promote rapport between the e'valuatee and 
evaluator? to satisfy legal requirements? to identify districtwide 
staff development needs?' to improve evaluation skills? , 

4) One person or committee should be responsible for planning and super- 
vising the revision activities. Fragmented^ authority or having no 
one with final responsibility for the process results in frustration 
and inefficiency.^ ' 

5) Teachers want the opportunity to provide input in the^ development of ^ 
an^dministrator Evaluation System. Teacher representatives should 

be assigned to committees whenever appropriate. 

6) Documentation should be kept of the opportunities- differerjt groups 
have to provi'de input in the development of the system. Tkis is the 
most effective response to faulty memories or complaints of no5- 
involvement. 

7) Two issues likely to cause controversy are: 

. Who should provide input in the evaluation of an administrator? 
. Who should be required to sign input forms? 

Discussion of these two issues often resulted in other issues being , 
neglected during input sessions. ^ 

8) Administrators who hayfe confidence in their evaluators are usually 
content to leave some issues to the evaluator's discretion. Adminis- 
trators who lack confidence in their evaluators often want each pro- 
cedure detailed to insure their protection. 

9) What seems best for the evaluatee is not always the best position in 
which to place the District. This trade-off must be a constant con- 
sideration, especially when generating required evaluation procedures 
and procedures for administrators in contractual diffict<lty. 

10) Impetus for change decreases if too many interruptions occur. 

11) Development of an evaluation sy ste%N6houl d be seen as a districtwide 
priority^and should receive visible slipport from the Board and Superin- 
tendent if the necessary cooperation is to be obtained. 

12) On-going districtwide communication about the development and implemen- 
tation of a personnel evaluation system is invaluable in gaining the accep- 
tance of thfe system by District personnel. Communication should be via 
varying methods (newsletters, meetings, handbooks, etc.). 
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Further Information 
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Since this paper focused on the development of the AISD Administrator Eval- 
uation System, few details were given of the' Professional Personnel Eval- 
uation System," and its development. Its development and evaluation^are 
documented in several Office of Research and Evaluation publications. Three 
in particular (since they are broad in scope) are: 

Austin Independent School District. Professional Personnel Evaluation Hand- 
book . Austin: Austin Independent School District, 1977. . . 

Christner. C. A., Malitz, D., Kugle, C, and Calkins, D. Competent-based 
teacher evaluation in a school Wstrict: Validation of the competencies 
importance by dfstrict administrators, professionals, students, and parents. 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Anjerican Educational Research 
Associatibn, San Francisco, 1979. 

Hoi ley, F. M. An Alternative Approach to Assuring Teacher Competence. Paper 
presented 'at the annual meeting of The American Educational Research Associa- 
tion, Boston, 1980. ^ 

In the next few months the Districts' Administrator Evailuation Handbook* 
should be available. ' " 

Please contact the. Office of Research and Evaluatidn re: the availability 
and prices of these and other materials. 
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. ' ' Attachment A 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

'administrator' EVALUATION FORM 19CI 



LAST NAME 



FIRST NAME 



SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBEfl 



/ 



POSITION . 



Clrcla cb« approprli|t« sutxis below: 
PRsfCMT COHTtACr STATQS*Probatloitac7/Tm» 



SCHOOL/ LOCATION 

IPl 1P2 1P3 



1P4 PI 



MA. 

□ 

SCHOOL cooe 

cm 

IK 2& 



Qlr^ccloosz 

th% following scjitmnts dMcribs th« adalnlstracor who acbl«T«s luccua. Bu«d on parfonuncs inforo 
adalnistrator's •ff«cClY«n«M In «««tlng ssch crltsrlon. Clrds ch« auabsr btjlow ch« dsicrlpcor which 
situation. Aftsr f«Tt«wlng tha ratings, tha adainlatrator nay chaclc tha laac colun if thara is disap 


iati( 
. ao 
(resi 


3n, 
It d 
sane 


«st 
los 


iMt 

•ly 


e the 

fits tl 


xe 




COMPETENCIES 


m 

BO 

enut 
sa: 




H 


1 OOOO/EXPECTEO j 


m 


a 

8 

< 

X. 
3 


3 

•J 
% 


i 


COMPETENCIES 0 

J__ 


oao 

Sdo 
xx 


u 
s: 

a 

IS 


i 

H 


1 GOOD/EXPECTED 


s< 


Oil 

i 

a 


i 

kJ 

a. 

< 


1 EVAUJA17SC 


PERSONAL qUALrriES 






Staffing 


















« U Is physically eapabla of 
parforaing assignad tasks. 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




IS. Datanlnaa stiffing naads* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 






191 Salacta staff* 


X 


^5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


b 




2« Exhibits poXsa^snd' salf-control. 


X 


5 




3 


2 


1 


0 




20i ProHOtas staff davalopMnt. 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




3. Usaa cosBon sanaa/baharscs/^ 

rssUsdcally. 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




21* Evaluatas staff. 


X 


5 


;4 


^3 


,2 


1 


0 




4« Shows antbustasm for woirk* 


X 




4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




22- Hakas proaotion/tamination 
dads ions* ^ ' 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


a 




S* Prassnts ^ tffactlva rola nodal. 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2' 


1 


0 






ADMINISTRATIVE EFFECTIVENESS 
Ptaming 


Lsading/Ihiplmnmttng ^ 






23* Xnspiraa/aoti^tas staff. 


•x 


5 


4' 


3 


2 


1 


0 




8. Gathars inforaatlon* 


X 


5 


4 


3w 


2 


1 


0 




24. j^suras affactiva cosunica- 

don* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1' 


0 




7* Analyzaa inforwatlon; 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0, 




25. Consults with othars on araa(a) 
of raaponsibllity. 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




6» Sstsblishas/usas prlorldaa. 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




26b Carrlaa out acdvitiaa In araas 
of rasponsibility* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




9, Establishas/ follows pollciaa 
(rulaa, ragulations* and 

procaduraa) • 


X 


5 


\ 

4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




27. Evaluatas/aonitors In araa(s) 
of rsfponaibility* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




IOl Dasigns plans and progrsBS* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




28. Satablishaa/achiavas standards. 


X 


5 


4 * 


3 


2 


1 


0 




1L DatarrOnaa rasourca taquireaants . 


X 


5 


4' 


3 


2 


1 


0 




29. Takas corracdva acdon(s) 

regarding paopla and prograas. 


X 


5 


4 ' 


3 


2 


1 


0 




1^ Saelcs resourcaa* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




13» Praparaa budgat(s). 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




30. Assuraa accurate and up*-to*date 
records and repcf^s* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




14» Dlsstalnatas Information. 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


J 


31. Apsurea fiscal raspoosibilitj 
in araa<s) of responsibility* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 






Organizing 


















32. ProHOCas good public relatione* 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




15. Stmcctiraa actlvitlaa for 

affidant and affactlTS outcoiMS 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




Tmshnieal 3m&rHMm 
















) 


16. Dalagataa rasponsibility* 
authority t and rasourcaa. 




5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




33. Deaonstrates praedcal 
«v application of technical 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




17. Coordinataa activltlas and tasks 


X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




knowledge. < 


STUDENT OUTCOMES 

Tha purpoaa of tha District ia t 
tha prliia factors on which tha a 


doifl 


stai 

isti 


- tha g 
■ator s 


rovth and davalopmant of studanti^. Tharafora, studs 
hould ba avaluatsd* 


nt ( 


mtconei 


1 ar 


e ai 


■ong 


\ 


A. Daaonstratss that studsnt Isaming is taking placa. 


X 


S 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




!• Daaonstratas studants ara attending school and ara in thalr propar dassaa. 


^X 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 




C. Daaonstratss affactlva usa of tha dlJci?llna policy* X C 


X 


5 


. 4 


3 


2 


1 


0 





ERIC 



General evaluation statement: Sunnnary statement about overall performance, includ- 
ing statements on unusual strengths and/or weaknesses.* 



IeVAHJATEE^ statement of disagreement with any of the performance 

ratings. . / . 



T have read this evaluation, and after a conference with my evaluator about It, .1 have 
received a copy of the completed evaluation Instrument. 



SIGNATURE OF EVALUATES ; 



DATE; 



^ EVALUATOR"S RECOmENDAtlON : 



REMAPOCS: 



ERfcsNATURE OF EVALUATOR: 



DATE: 



82'43 



Attachment. ft 

■5. 



PERSONAL GOAl FORM 



NAME 



SOCIALf 
SECURltY 
NIMER : 



CliRRENT 
YEAR . 



CURRENT 
COdTRACT/ 
EVALUATION 
STATUS 



I. GOAL ASSESSMENT: On tht bisls of P««^«'""""J'n^«'"«*^0"i ?! S^S/SSStS-*"** 

gotl using tht fallowing ratings: 5 - Outstinding; ♦-Strong; 3 ■ Good/Exp«ctM, 

2 • HinlMjIy Acceptibit; 1 - UnacctptAlt. 



1, 
2. 
3. 



\ 



4& 



RATING 



II. GOAL DEVELOPMENT: Idtntify Psrsontl do«ls fpr th« upcowing ywr. 

1. . • 



2. 



Evaluator's Comitnts: 



Evaluattt's CoiMflts: 



Signatures: 



Evalviator 



Evaluatee 



Date 



16 



18 



Attachment C 
ja 1 of 5) 



Administrator Eyaluation Schedule 



V 



B, 1, and 14 ^hm thz 4^ep4 takm ioA. indlvAjIuai& mho Ate not In ton- 
tnmi^ualULiiiQjuJUy, StqjA 1, 8, 9, 10, II, 12, and 13 a/te ad^ctconaE 
AtepA MJfecdi iwa needed ^o/t IndLviduhiA wrfioAe contract /tewewo^ -a aji 
qautian, ThsL A4:epA ^oA. MLvMtaU- in omtnAa t unJ^ dA-i^lcuuZty ojvl 
"^Smded" ion. Id^ti^lcatlon, « 



STEP 1l 



SEPTEMBER 1 
THRU 
DECEMBER 1 



(SHADE]) STtPS ARE ONLY 
FOR EVALUATEES IN CON- 
TRACTUAL DIFFICULTY) 




» j w n jn w m i nim » a ' Wi WM.^p^H ^iiiw ' ^y^i^M ' W 'ii r yii^ i Mt pif' i 




STEP 2 BY SEPTEMBER 30 • 



THE OFFldE Of STAFF PERSONNEL 
WILL GIVE EACH EVAlUATOR A LIST 
^0^ THE AiyMINISTRATQRS TO BE 
ASSESSED BY THE EVALUATOR DURING 
THE SCHOOL YEAR. THE LIST WILL y 
INDICATE THOSE WHO: 



ERIC 



V 



Attachment C" 
(Continued, page 2 of 5) 

• ' ■ 

-/ 

/ 

11 ARE NEW ADMINISTRATORS 
2) HAVE CHANGED ADMINISTRATIVE 
POSITIONS WITHIN THE DISTRICT 
. 3) ARE SCHEDUUED FOR FULL EVAL- 
UATION 

4) ARE SCHEDULED FOR INTERIM 
EVALUATION. f • 

» THE OFFICE OF STAFF PERSONNEL ^ 
WILL SEND EVALUATOkS THE APPRO- 
PRIATE NUMBER OF NSW ADMINISTRA- 

. TivE PERSONNEL Valuation forms. 

AND PERSONAL GOAL FORMS FOR FALL 
ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES. 



■ THE OFFICE OF STAFF PERSONNEL 
WILL SEND EVALUATORS THE APPRO- 
PRIATE NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATOR 
EVALUATION FORMS AND PERSONAL 
GOAL FORMS FOR THE FULL AND ' 
INTERIM EVALUATIONS IN THE. SPRING 



■ THE OFFICE OF STAFF fERSOMNEL 
WILL GIV€ THE SUPERINTENDENT A . 
LIST OF ALL ADMINISTRATORS TO ?E, 
EVALUATED DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR. 

-THE LIST KILL INDICATE WHO WILL 
BE INCLUDED IN THE FALL EVALUA- 
' isjlON* ACTIVITIES AS WELL AS THOSE 
I^WHO WILL RECEIVE FULL AND INTERIM 
EVALUATIONS. 

■ THE OFFICE OF STAFF PERSONNEL 
WILL GIVE THE ASSOCIATE SUPER- 
INTENDENTS OF OPERATIONS AND 
INSTRUCTION A LIST OF THE "/AD- 
MINISTRATORS IN THEIR RESPECTIVE 
DIVISION TO BE EVALUATED. THE 
LIST WILL INDICATE WHO'WILL BE 
INCLUDED IN THE FALL EVALUATION 
ACTIVITIES AS WELL AS THOSE WHO 
WILL RECEIVE FULL AND INTERIM 
EVALUATIONS. 



V 

20' 



Attachment C 
(Continued, page 3 of 5) 



SEPTEMBER 30 

THRU 
NOVEMBER 1 



EVAUUATORS WILL COMPLETE THE 
NEW; ADMINISTRATIVE f^ERSONNEL 
EVALUATION FORMS AND PERSONAL 
GOAL FORMS FOR THE NEI4 ADMtN- 
IS'^RATORS. 



t A COPY OF THE COMPLETED FORMS ^ 
SH?3ULD^ BE SEHT TO THE APPRO- 
PRIATE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTEN- 
DE^T BY NOVEIJBER i* , 

t EVALUAToJs WILL COMPLETE 
PERSONAL GOAL FORMS FOR AD- 
MINISTRATORS WHO HAVE CHANGED 
ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS WITHJJ^ 
THE DISTRICT^ 



J^ A COPY OF THE COMPLETED ?ORMS 
SHOULD BE SENT TO THE APPRO- * 
PRIATE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTEN- 
DENT BY NOVEMBER 1.'' 



NOVEMBER 1 

THRU 
NOVEMBER 15 



THE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENTS 
WILL REVIEW THE COMPLETED NEW 
ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL EVAL- 
UATION FORMS AND PERSONAL GOAL 
FORMS. THE FORMS SHOULD BE 
FORWARDED TO TME OFFICE. OF 
STAFF PERSONNEL. BY NOVEMBER 15. 



NOVEMBER 15 



EACH ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT 
WILL PROVIDE THE SUPERINTENDENT 
WITH A BRIEF ASSESSMENT OF THE 
PERFORMANCE OF NEW ADMINISTRATORS 
AND' ADMINISTRATPRS WHO HAVE ' 
CHANGED ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS 
WitHtN THE DISTRICT. 



19 



. 21 



82.43 



Attachment C • ^ 
(Continued 8 pag« 4 of 5) 



StEP 7 



DECEMBER Ik 
THRU 
JUNE 15 



EVALUATORS WILL COMPLETE ADMIN- 
ISTRATOR EVALUATION FORMS 'AND 
PERSONAL GOAL FORMS f OR .EVAL- 
UATEES SCHEDULED FOR FULL EVAL- 
UATION. 



• A COPY OF THE CQMPLETED FORMS 
SHOULD sent TO THE APPRO- 
PRIATE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT 
BY JUNE 15. 

■ EVALUATORS will COMPLETE PER- 
SONAL GOAL FORMS FOR EVAJLUATEES 
SCHEDULED FOR INTER.IM EVALUATION. 

* • , * 

■ A COPY OF'THE COMPLETED FORMS 
SHbULD BE SEfIT TO THE APPRO^ 
PRIATE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT 
BY JUNE 15: 



STEP 8 



BY FEBRUARY ,1 



STEP 9 



BY FEBRUARY 15 



STEP 10 BY MARCH 5 



k:¥mmrtm m THe *ppROPRWf 

KilSSQC^ATI SUPmj«TeND6Plf i 



20 



22' 
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Attachment C 
(Continued^, page 5 of 5) 



STEP, li 



STEP°-12 



BY MARCH 10 



PRIOR TO 

APRIL ^ 



STEP 13 



APRIL 1 




STEP 14 JUNE 15 

■ 'J 



THE ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENTS 
WILL REVIEW THE^OMPLETED AD- 
MINISTRATOR EVALUATION FORMS 
AND PERSONAL 6DAL FORMS. THE 
FORMS SHQULD BE FORWARDED TO 
THE OFFICi^OF STAFF PERSONNEL, 



1 



V 

23 



